a broad base of theological beliefs. These chaplains must work together collegially in order to provide religious support to a very diverse soldier population. Yet some chaplains hold theological beliefs that are very strict and unwavering. These strict beliefs make it a challenge for the chaplains to interact comfortably with others who do not have the same faith practices. An example of one such belief set is Christian Fundamentalism. This paper will examine the beliefs and practices of Christian fundamentalists, and consider whether they conflict with the Army chaplaincy stated mission to ensure the free exercise of religion for America"s soldiers. The paper will begin by defining the term "fundamentalist" along with an often associated term, "evangelical." Next, the author will discuss the legal basis for the existence of the chaplaincy and various related court cases and legal questions. Following the legal section the author will describe some of the challenges that have occurred when fundamentalist chaplains minister in the pluralistic military community. The paper will close with a discussion of the methods currently in place to ensure chaplains are capable of providing religious support in the current environment and a few recommendations for ways the chaplaincy might strengthen policies and training in order to protect the free exercise of religion.
The underlying theme throughout the paper, which will be demonstrated in both research and discussion, is that Christian fundamentalist beliefs, when put into practice, may be incompatible with the requirements to provide for the free exercise of religion in the pluralistic military environment. Chaplains who hold these beliefs must either moderate their actions and refrain from imposing their theology and values on others, or risk infringing the rights of their soldiers.
Fundamentalism Defined
In modern society, the term "fundamentalism" has varied meanings. Therefore, it is important to establish what the author means by the term. The origin of the term stems from early twentieth century Protestantism. A group of conservative Protestants was very concerned about the apparent lack of morals and values in society and the inability of people of faith to effectively speak to this problem. In response, they published a series of pamphlets meant to point Christians back to the basics of the faith, expressing their conviction that these basics provide the critical foundation for any who are truly religious. They called these pamphlets "The Fundamentals," and in so doing tagged themselves with the label "fundamentalists." These early fundamentalists were certain the values in society were in rapid decline, and science and many non-Christian philosophies and attitudes were largely to blame. Heinz Streib, in his article "The Question of Salvation and Faith-based
Radicalism," sums up many of the core beliefs of the fundamentalist movement.
inerrancy or infallibility of the holy scripture as a whole; literal understanding of, and authoritative belief in, a selection of basic propositions (which, in early Protestant fundamentalism, included virgin birth, bodily resurrection and the return of Jesus); rejection of the results of modern science wherever they contradict fundamentalist teachings; and the claim that only people subscribing to these fundamentals are truly religious.
8 Nancy Ammerman, Professor of Sociology of Religion at Boston University School of Theology, suggests that "this movement provided for its followers an explanation for the apparent decline of Christian civilization and a language in which to describe their traditional orthodoxy." 9 As the effects of scientific study and new technologies exploded on the scene, conservative Christians felt the need to draw battle lines and defend the faith against this assault which threatened some of their traditional beliefs.
A classic example of the fundamentalist mindset was the "Butler Bill" passed in Ammerman explains that the mission to save human souls was a critical strategy used by fundamentalists in the early years, with the "call to evangelism" as an overarching theme of the period after 1925. 11 While the numbers and visibility of this group experienced periods of ebb and flow over the next fifty years, this evangelistic fervor carried through into the late twentieth century as fundamentalists affected a resurgence. They built on the original networks created in the early part of the century, building churches popular for many because they provided "a haven where life makes sense. In chaotic times and places, when individuals and communities are searching for moorings, the certainty and clarity of fundamentalism often seems appealing." 12 In the latter part of the twentieth century, as the Christian fundamentalist movement was regaining strength and visibility, the term "fundamentalist" was gaining broader use, referring to members of any faith group who struggle against the threat the modern world poses to the basic beliefs of their faith. Richard Antoun, an anthropologist who specializes in Islamic and Middle Eastern studies, defines fundamentalism as "a response to the questioning of the great religious traditions-Islam, Christianity, Judaism, Buddhism, Hinduism-in the changing world." 13 Despite the broader use by some scholars today, in this paper the author"s use of the term "fundamentalist" will be limited to its original meaning, relating only to members of the Protestant Christian faith,
and not to members of other faith traditions.
"Evangelicalism" is a term sometimes confused with "fundamentalism". This term, which is currently an acceptable label for certain individuals and even for entire Protestant Christian organizations, 14 is occasionally used interchangeably with fundamentalism. However, its origin and usage dates back centuries before the advent of fundamentalism, and it covers a more wide-reaching and diverse set of views.
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Noting that there may be some argument about the degree to which the terms are similar, the author will attempt to consistently use the term "fundamentalist", unless a source specifically uses the term "evangelical".
Drawing on the common points from the previous paragraphs, the definition of a "fundamentalist" may be summarized as follows: a "fundamentalist" is one who believes the Bible is the inerrant authority on faith and life, salvation is achieved only through faith in Jesus the Christ, and he or she has a personal responsibility to share this belief with non-Christians. Only those who believe these things are truly religious, and these basic beliefs held by fundamentalists are under attack today by modern science and lifestyles.
Now that the term is defined, it is important to consider why the specific beliefs held by fundamentalists might be a concern for the chaplaincy. At first glance, it would seem that a gathering of Christians with a very strong values system and a sense that society needs to get "back to the basics" would be a good thing for the Army. But the problem lies in the fundamentalist"s compulsion to conform the rest of society to meet these basic standards. Nancy Ammerman describes the "we-they" attitude prevalent Thus the dilemma exists for fundamentalist chaplains: they are expected to evangelize those who do not hold the "correct" beliefs, yet are required to respect a soldier"s right to choose his or her religious beliefs. How can they quietly stand by and let the enemy win the battle? This is the tightrope that every chaplain must walk, but is especially challenging for the fundamentalist.
Legal Questions
Having discussed the definition of fundamentalism and the theology and practices associated with it, this paper will now consider the legal basis for the chaplaincy. In recent years, litigation has ranged from complaints about the practices of individual chaplains and their use of the name of Jesus in public prayer to discrimination against chaplains in the promotion process. 22 One lawsuit which challenged the constitutionality, and thus the very existence, of the chaplaincy produced what may be the most important legal decision in the history of the chaplaincy. , the plaintiffs could not successfully argue that paying for and supporting clergy from specific denominations constituted the establishment of religion. On the other hand, the lawyers for the defense were able to convince the judges that removing the chaplaincy from existence would in fact place the free exercise of religion in jeopardy. Drazin and Currey, in their book about this landmark case, describe the basis for the Second Circuit Court decision which was given in 1985.
The judges described the primary function of military chaplains as the engagement "in activities designed to meet the religious needs of a pluralistic military community." They noted that soldiers had unique needs….The decision spoke of the "mobile, deployable nature" of the military, the special and serious stresses encountered by its members, the separation, loneliness, strange surroundings, fears, financial hardships, and family problems faced by soldiers. In providing chaplains, "the Army has proceeded on the premise that having uprooted the soldiers from their natural habitats it owes them a duty to satisfy their Free Exercise rights, especially since the failure to do so would diminish morale, thereby weakening our national defense." 27 The court suggested that there may be some gray areas regarding the establishment clause, but the need for soldiers to be afforded the free exercise of religion took precedence. It is also important to note that the court described the environment as a "pluralistic military community." Both of these concepts, together, constitute the primary legal basis for the existence of the chaplaincy today: a chaplain"s primary purpose is to ensure that, in the pluralistic military community, all soldiers have the opportunity to practice their First Amendment right to the free exercise of religion.
Unfortunately, this stated purpose for the chaplaincy is also its Achilles" heel. Some years after the court case, Chaplain Drazin issued a warning about what he considered to be the greatest threat to the chaplaincy. "The chaplaincy could be destroyed…by its own members if they were insensitive to soldiers" free exercise rights." He felt that "free exercise was the raison d"etre of the chaplaincy, without which it had neither rationale nor constitutional basis." 28 In summary, the court was willing to overlook what might possibly be a threat to the establishment clause in order to ensure the free exercise for soldiers. Therefore, chaplains must embrace pluralism 29 and Robert Tuttle reviewed these challenges and concluded that when viewed "through the legal prism of permissive accommodation," the military chaplaincy"s "basic features appear to fit comfortably within our constitutional tradition." 34 They did, however, have some real concern about certain specific practices within the chaplaincy.
Like Drazin, Lupu and Tuttle were worried about chaplain insensitivity to soldiers" free exercise rights, especially pertaining to the act of proselytization. They noted that while chaplains (or any officers, for that matter) are forbidden to harass soldiers about their faith choices, or use non-religious events as an opportunity to proselytize, "chaplains may argue that proselytizing is an essential part of their ministry, and-as long as performed in a non-coercive manner-is fully consistent with service members" rights of free exercise." 35 The chaplaincy has resolved this particular dilemma by defining proselytizing and evangelizing as two separate and distinct activities, one which is expressly forbidden (proselytizing) and the other which is not (evangelizing.) This topic will be explored further at another point in this paper.
Beyond the issue of improper proselytizing, Lupu and Tuttle expressed concern that something as simple as pastoral care, inappropriately provided by chaplains in combat zones, might tread on the rights of soldiers.
In a remote area, the service member who wishes to confide in a chaplain is not likely to have a great deal of choice; unless he waits for the occasional visit of clergy of different faiths to provide formal worship, the service member will have contact only with the unit"s assigned chaplain.…The temporal and spatial likelihood of grave physical danger, the absence of a service member"s choice of particular faith affiliation on the part of the chaplain, and the lack of formal supervision cumulatively present a significant risk of unwanted religious persuasion in this context. 36 They suggested that the best way to avoid this "unwanted religious persuasion" is to develop standards that "prohibit pro-active, chaplain-initiated religious persuasion by chaplains in any context in which service members might be regarded as both vulnerable and deprived of adequate choice of religious confidant." 37 This approach seems rather heavy-handed and legalistic. It would so tie the hands of chaplains that they could hardly speak to soldiers without fear of a legal complaint. There may be a more moderate approach that both buffers soldiers from unwanted religious counsel yet keeps the full range of skill and talent offered by the chaplain available to them.
Pluralism Challenges in the Chaplaincy
Following Katcoff v. Marsh, the Army chaplaincy paid more attention to the need for pluralism. However, this emphasis on pluralism does not change the obligation for chaplains to remain faithful to the tenets of their faith groups. There will always remain a delicate balance between the two. In her book American Evangelicals and the U.S.
Military, Loveland suggests that the chaplaincy has been fairly successful in maintaining this balance by encouraging both loyalty to denomination and cooperative pluralism. Unfortunately, not all chaplains have fully embraced the concept of cooperative pluralism. This is not surprising, considering the emphasis some Christian religious bodies place on conversion of those who are not Christian. A fundamentalist chaplain may feel that his or her personal responsibility to share the Gospel of Jesus Christ with non-Christians conflicts with the concept of religious tolerance and inter-religious dialogue. 41 Loveland described a situation in the 1990s, when evangelical chaplains felt tension between their beliefs and the system of cooperative pluralism. In an article for
Military Chaplains" Review, one chaplain recalled witnessing "handwringing sessions when our most orthodox brethren [sic] have lamented the possibility of Buddhist, Baha"i, Hare Krishna, or even-Heaven forbid!-"Moonie" Chaplains entering our well-paid inner sanctum." 42 Another chaplain related experiences of interaction with fundamentalist chaplains who, despite the expectation of cooperative pluralism, treated him as if he were subversive and immoral because his beliefs did not match theirs.
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Chaplain Thomas Schreck, a Unitarian Universalist chaplain, recounts conversations in which he was asked "How can you wear a cross?" and, "How can you be a chaplain?"
and, "Don"t you know you"ll die in your sins?" "Based upon his experiences, Shreck questioned whether most military personnel truly accepted religious pluralism in the armed forces. "If many members of our community cannot deal with chaplains who express their religious humanism, how shall they ever deal with chaplains who worship Buddha, Baha"u"llah, or the Guru Maharaji?" he asked." 44 Chaplain Shreck"s prediction that many chaplains would have difficulty accepting someone whose faith practices are very different from the Christian tradition was put to the test in 1994, when the Army accessioned the first Muslim chaplain into the armed forces. 45 amazed at how wary this company grade officer was in making this request, and asked her why she was so reluctant to speak with me. She explained that in the past when she or her LDS peers had approached a chaplain for help they had been strongly rebuffed.
They felt as if they were persona non grata, and could expect no help from chaplains who did not share the same faith practices. I was appalled that their experience had been one of such intolerance. Also, during the same deployment, I was frustrated by senior chaplains who were unwilling to assist her in finding a space for two Muslim soldiers to pray. I finally resorted to meeting with the Pakistani Liaison Officer who offered the soldiers the opportunity to pray with his troops.
The LDS or Muslim issues might seem rather tame today, considering some of the diversity challenges that have arisen since that time. 52 Once his intentions became public, many of his chaplain peers refused to interact with him and considered him a "traitor." The subsequent statement describes the proper approach by which a chaplain operates in this pluralistic environment.
I will seek to provide for pastoral care and ministry to persons of religious bodies other than my own within my area of responsibility with the same investment of myself as I give to members of my own religious body. I will work collegially with chaplains of religious bodies other than my own as together we seek to provide as full a ministry as possible to our people. I will respect the beliefs and traditions of my colleagues and those to whom I minister. When conducting services of worship that include persons of other than my religious body, I will draw upon those beliefs, principles, and practices that we have in common. 60 As the first gatekeeper in the accessions process, endorsing agents may use this code as a baseline for the qualities they seek in chaplains from their organizations.
However, there is no legal requirement for prospective chaplains to swear or affirm that they will abide by the NCMAF code. Therefore, the Chaplain Accessions Board, as the second gatekeeper in the process, requires that an applicant submit a signed statement which is similar in content to the NCMAF Code of Ethics.
While remaining faithful to my denominational beliefs and practices, I understand that, as a chaplain, I must be sensitive to religious pluralism and will provide for the free exercise of religion by military personnel, their families, and other authorized personnel served by the Army. I further understand that, while the Army places a high value on the rights of its members to observe the tenets of their respective religions, accommodation is based on military need and cannot be guaranteed at all times and in all places.
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Two further resources are available to the Chaplain Accessions Board members as they assess the ability of the applicants to minister in a pluralistic environment. The prospective chaplain must submit a one-page essay titled "Why I Want to Be An Army
Chaplain." This essay gives the board insight into the individual"s theology of ministry and purpose for applying to be a chaplain. Also, every applicant must have a personal interview with an Active Duty chaplain who holds the rank of colonel. The chaplain performing the interview is expected to assess the ability of the applicant to operate in a pluralistic environment and offer his or her insights about the prospective chaplain"s "willingness to work cooperatively with chaplains of various faith groups, ethnic backgrounds, and gender." USACHCS takes seriously the responsibility to prepare chaplains to operate in a pluralistic environment. 63 Four hours of classroom time are allotted for specific coursework on pluralism and the constitutional basis for the chaplaincy. Another twentytwo hours of classroom time focus the student on ancillary subjects with direct application to ministry in a pluralistic environment. 64 In addition, a minimum of fifteen hours are set aside for instructors to coach and mentor students in their staff groups.
This training provides a solid foundation for new chaplains, and they should graduate from their CH-BOLC course with an appreciation for their role in providing for the free exercise of religion.
A fundamentalist pastor who attends CH-BOLC will find it difficult to complete the training without recognizing the potential conflict between a conviction to share the Gospel with a soldier, and that soldier"s right to free exercise of religion. Some chaplains will successfully resolve the conflict by adjusting their actions to conform to the expectations for ministry in a pluralistic environment. Others may come to the realization that chaplaincy in the armed forces is not for them, and request release from military service. A third group may bury feelings of frustration with the system, and continue to operate according to their personal wishes. By their actions, this group can undermine the constitutional basis for the chaplaincy and threaten its right to exist.
Chaplain supervisors 65 must identify members of this third group, counsel them, and ensure they receive proper mentoring from senior leaders.
While there is a great diversity of faith groups within the Army Chaplain Corps, most units have only one chaplain, and that chaplain cannot be all things to all people. The most difficult topic that should be addressed is the question of evangelism.
As stated in the NCMAF code of ethics, chaplains and their endorsing institutions declare: "I will not proselytize from other religious bodies." However, the code continues by adding "but I retain the right to evangelize those who are not affiliated." 71 This statement leaves a rather broad, undefined area known as "those who are not affiliated." What is meant by this phrase? Does it mean "not affiliated with some recognized faith group"? Perhaps it means "not affiliated with my faith group", or even more precisely, "my specific denomination or sect". In the absence of a definition, each chaplain is free to interpret this as he or she chooses. A fundamentalist chaplain could choose to define "not affiliated" as someone who is not already a professing Christian.
This would mean that Muslim, Buddhist, or professed Atheist soldiers would all be appropriate targets for evangelism. Would an unsolicited, unwelcomed attempt to convert any of these soldiers jeopardize their rights to free exercise of religion? On the other hand, if any of the aforementioned soldiers should invite discussion or show interest in learning more about the chaplain"s faith background, is the chaplain then free to share? The challenge, therefore, is in knowing when and how it is appropriate to evangelize another soldier.
Any discussion about setting parameters for evangelism would certainly be contentious and not easily resolved. However, the discussion would be worthwhile, and should occur between the AFCB and NCMAF. The AFCB has the mission, representing OSD, to promote dialogue about religious issues with civilian organizations. 72 The AFCB could encourage NCMAF to more explicitly define the term evangelism, and discuss appropriate parameters for this activity. Ultimately, the challenge will remain for all chaplains: to live and work in an institution in which they are required to act within the bounds of their endorsed faith group while simultaneously supporting the free exercise rights of others. For all chaplains, this means maintaining a strong sense of ethics regarding the conduct of evangelism and the assistance provided for all soldiers. More specifically, for chaplains holding fundamentalist beliefs, it means understanding that the soldier, not the chaplain, decides when the interaction between the two should be inherently religious in nature. If the chaplain can accept this, he or she will serve the soldiers well.
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